DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 352 417 TM 019 348

AUTHOR Bobbett, Gordon C.; And Others

TITLE Evaluation of the Categories Currently Used in Report
Cards with Student Outcome.

PUB DATE Nov 92

NOTE 30p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

Southern Regional Council on Educational

Administration (Atlanta, GA, November 9, 1992).
PUB TYPE Reports — Evaluative/Feasibility (142) --

Speeches/Conference Papers (150)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC0O2 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Academic Achievement; Content Analysis; Decision
Making; Educational Improvement; Elementary Secondary
Education; *Institutional Characteristics:
Organizational Climate; *Outcomes of Education;
Policy Formation; *Report Cards; *School Districts;
“*State Programs

IDENTIFIERS Educational Indicators; Status Reports; *Tennessee;
Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program

ABSTRACT

Data from the 1990-91 Tennessee school district
report cards are used to reexamine some relationships noted in
previous studies (G. C. Bobbett and others, 1992) and to gain new
insights because of modifications to Tennessee's report cards from
1989 to 1991. Report cards now report the Tennessee Comprehensive
Assessment results and have added more school district
characteristics, expanding analyses from 8 to 15 variables. Several
conclusions of the 1988-89 study were reinforced by the current
investigation. Policymakers at all levels need to consider that few
of the individual inputs commonly associated in people's minds with
the production of student achievement have much impact on student
performance, and that, with the exception of student attendance and,
perhaps, per-pupil expenditure, treatment of any isolated variable
will have little effect. Available evidence suggests that variables
most worthy of consideration are: (1) organizational culture; (2)
student motivation; (3) parental involvement; (4) instructional
methodology; (5) curricular features; and (6) other factors that may
have a significant inflvence on student performance. Report cards are
only as good as the assessment used to determine student performance,
The current Tennessee report cards do a reasonable job of reporting
the status of schools, but they still lack meaningful information on
which to make decisions for Improvement. Nine tables present analysis
results. Four appendixes add information about the variables in table
form. (SLD)

Aeaededtvedtdedede el dede sl dede s de v de el e deal ek e de e vt e sl st ak el sl s sk b ko e e e e kb e ek ko S e ek ek
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* from the original document. *

e dleale v e de e oo e e e et desle g e e ok s ek de dede s ket st e e ks e st kb ek bk sk e bt e ke kk Fek ke




U.5. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Othice of Edi IR h and lmpr

EDUCATIONAL RESQURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

THIS
“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE
MATEP'AL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

his document has been reproduced as GOIJ)OAJ 8, 50,&35 77

received ltom the person or organization

onginating
O Minor changes have bean made 10 improve
reproduclion qually

e Points of view o opinions staled in this docw

menl do not nacessanly tepresent official 10 THE EDUCATIONAL RESOUF}CES
OER1 position or policy . INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).

EVALUATION OF THE CATEGORIES
CURRENTLY USED IN REPORT CARDS
WITH STUDENT OUTCOME

Dr. Gordon C. Bobbett
Educational Consultant
8325 Richland Colony Rd.
Knoxville, TN 37923

Dr. Russeii L. French
University of Tennessee
Knoxville, TN 37996

Dr. Charles M. Achilles
University of North Carolina
Greensboro, NC 27412-5001

Descriptors
State Report Cards
School District Evaluation
Student Outcome

1992
Southern Regionai Council on Educational Administration
(SRCEA)
Annual Meeting
Atlanta, GA

Discussion Session
Monday, November 9, 1992

BIST CCPY AVAILARLE
2




EVALUATION OF THE CATEGGRIES CURRENTLY USED IN REPORT CARDS
WITH STUDENT OUTCOME

l. INTRODUCTION

in 1991, the investigators completed a series of studies of the data reported in
Tennessee's 1988-89 school! district report cards. In those studies which have been
reported in several papers (Bobbett, et al., 1992a, 1992b), and at meetings, the
relationships among eight school district variables (average attendance, average
professional salaries, county per capita income, expenditure per student, average daily
membership, percent of oversized classes, percent of students on free or reduced
lunches and percentage of professional educators on upper Career Ladder levels Il and
Ill) were examined, and the relationships between each variable and student outcomes
were determined.

The study reported herein is an extension of the previous study. In this
investigation, 1990-91 report card data were used. Because of that, it was possible to
revisit some of the relationships in the previous study and to gain new insights because
of modifications in Tennessee's repoit cards from 1989 to 19981.

In 1990-91, Tennessee brought "on line" its new Tennessee Comprehensive
Assessment Program (TCAP), thereby creating a new set of student outcome
measures. Further, TCAP results were reported in greater detail than previous
outcome data. Report cards now report TCAP assessment results at substantially
more grade levels within the school districts than was previously done.

The 1990-91 report cards also added more school district characteristics;
thereby enabling the investigators to expand their analyses from 8 to 15 variables. The
seven added variables include number of schools in the district, percent of enroliment
change, percent regular diplomas awarded, percent honors diplomas awarded, percent
vocational students, percent special education students, and percent Chapter |
students.

While certain comparisons in the results of the two studies can be made, some
findings cannot be compared because of the differences in the outcome measures used in
the different years and because no comparable data were available in certain areas in the
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Tabie 1. Testing Information For Widget City Schools (1988-89 Report Card Data)

Testing Information Grade State
for Widget City Level | 1987-88 | 1988-89 | Average
3 90 88 80
Reading 6 82 80 77
Basic Skills First 3 92 o1 81
Acliievement Test 3 o1 90 82
(percent score) Math 5 = 7 o6
8 77 84 66
2 6 7 6
Reading 5 6 6 5
7 6 6 5
Stanford 2 7 8 6
Achievement Math 5 7 6 6
Test ! ! ! 2
Spelling 2 6 7 6
(Stanine score) 5 6 6 5
Language 7 6 6 5
Environment] 2 7 7 6
Science 5 6 7 6
7-9 =High 7 6 6 5
4-6 = Average
1-3 = Low S . . 2 7 ! 5
Listening 5 6 6 5
7 6 6 5
Social 5 6 6 5
Science 7 6 6 5
9 6 6 5
Stanford Test of Reading 2 5 5 5
Academic Skills 3 5 5 3
(TASK 2) Math 12 6 6 5
9 7 6 5
7-9 = High English 12 6 7 5
4-6 = Average 9 7 8 5
1-3=Low Science 12 6 8 5
Social 9 5 6 5
Science 12 6 5 5
Language 9 88 92 78
Tennessee Proficiency Test Math 9 95 08 90
(% Students Passing) Both 86 91 76




Table 2. General Information Found In a Typical School District's Report Card;

1988-89.
System Information
. tees Grade State
for Widget City | Level | 1086-87 | 1987-88 | 1988-89 | Average|
Number of Schools K-12 5 5 5 12*
Average Daily Membership K-12 | 3201 | 3,394 3,372 5,874
% Student Attendance K-12 | 957 95.3 95.1 93.6
% Enroliment Change _ 9-12 -13.0 -16.1 -15.2 -24,7
% Oversized Class K-12 1.2 1.4 2.3 3.8
% of Students on Free or Reducad Price Lunch K-12 23 21 21 42
Expenditures per pupil K-12 1 2718 | $3,299 | $3,501 £3,304
County Per Capita Income K-12 " " $12,819 | $12,878
% Elemaentary Schools Accredited by SACS K-8 100.0 100.0 29.1
% Secondary Schools Accredited by SACS 7-12 1 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 64.9
Professional Educator Inforimation
% Professionals on Career Ladder Leveis 11 & lll | K-12 22.9 21.9 25.6 14.8
Average Professional Salary K-12 [$25,198.60{326,085.44 | $30,804.37 | $26,756
Student information
Regular 12 90.6 68.7 75.8 81.8
Honors 12 49.6 26.7 20.0 85
% Diplomas Special Education 12 1.8 1.4 1.5 1.9
Granted Certificate of Attendance| 1o 0.9
Seniors not Receiving
Diploma in Spring
Graduation 12 27 3.2 2.7 6.9
% Students in Vocational Education Courses 7-12 33.0 409 4.0 45.5
% Students in Special Education K-12 12.1 113 121 14.2
% Chapter 1 Studerits K-12 | 133 15.5 124 11.9

1988-89 report cards. Tables 1 and 2 present a school district report card as it appeared in
1988-89, and Tables 3 and 4 represent a 1990-91 school district report card.

Il. METHODOLOGY
Although the 1990-91 report cards provided test results for grades 2 through 10,
the investigators organized the data into four levels (elementary, grades 2-5; middle,
grades 6-8; hi~h school, grades 9-10; and system) rather than treat each grade level
separately. grades 2-5 became the elementary level.
Mean student outcomes (MSOs) were created (by converting reported scores to
Z scores and computing their means) for each level by combining TCAP data for the
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grades defined within the particular level. In the case of the high school level, the MSO
was created by combining 10th grade TCAP data with the scores reported for the Sth
grade Tennessee Proficiency (TPT). These MSO were treated as dependent variables,
as was the case in the analysis of 1988-89 report card data. The 15 school district
characteristics studied were treated as independent variables that influence student
outcome. To guide the study seven research questions were developed:

1. How do school district characteristics currently reported relate to student
academic achievement resulis?

2. Are there differences in the relationships between dependent and independent
variables at different schoo! levels (elementary, middle, high school, system)?

How do reported school characteristics relate to each other?

When rank ordered on the basis of student outcomes, how do schoal districts
within the state perform in terms of reported school and community
characteristics?

5. Do the reported school district characteristics appear to represent all or most
factors that influence student academic achievement?

6. Is there evidence of major change in student academic performance from one
school level to another within school districts?
7. Il:laewévlsn%ight the findings of this study infqrm educational policy at state and local
Five of the seven questions replicate questions posed in the previous study.
Questions 2 and 6 are new questions representing the capacity available in the 1990-
91 report cards to analyze data at several levels within the school districts and the
capacity of the current study for comparison with the earlier study results. Question 7 is
a modification of a question posed in the earlier study, because only two test batteries
(rather than three) were used in the current analysis.
As in the earlier study, most but not all districts reported comprehensive scores
on both TCAP and TPT. These districts (120) constitute the sample for analysis.
Twenty school district characteristics were actually reported in the 1990-91
report cards. In responding to research Question #1, the investigators first evaluated all
characteristics to determine their value as independent variables. A Kaiser test of
variable sample adequacy was applied to each variable at each level (elementary,
middle, high school, and system). Five characteristics were eliminated from further
study: percent elementary schools accredited by SACS, percent high schools
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Tabie 3. Eestin Information For Widget City Schools Too (1990-91 Report

ard Data. .
Widget Too Schools
GRADFE
: Year 2 |13 4 1516 17 18 |10
Reading State Avg.| na| na| na|l naj na| na| na| na
1990-91 7 6 6 6 6 7 7 6
TENNESSEE GRADE
Year 2 | 3| 4 ]|51]16 |7 18110
COMPREHENSIVE  Language |gpreAvg| na| na] na] na] na| na| na| na
ASSESSMENT 1990-91 7 6 6 6 6 6 7 6
GRADE
PROGRAM (TCAP) Math Year |2 3] 4|56 |7 ]8]10

State Avg.| na| na| na| naj na| naj naj na

199091 | 7 | 7| 7 | 616 |7 [ 7 | 7.

Year 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10

Science State Avg.

na na naj| naj naj na na na

1990-91 | 7 6 7 6 6 7 6 6

Social

Year 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10

Studies StaleAvg.] na| na] na| na| na| na| na| na

1990-91 | 7 6 7 6 6 6 6 6

Grade 9
Year With Special Ed. | Without Special Ed.
TENNESSEE  L@hguage State Avg. na na
1990-91 90 91
FICIENCY
PROFICIENC . Year With Special Ed. | Without Special Ed.
TEST (TPT) Mathematics [Siate Avg. na
1990-91 98 98
Both Year With Special Ed. | Without Special Ed.
0 State Avg. na
1990-91 88 90

Testing Information

Students in Tennessee ara given two types of tests.

Students were introduced this spring to the
Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program
(TCAP). This program mandates a customized, norm
referenced and criterion referenced test for grades 2
through 8, a norm referenced test for grade 10, and the
Tennessea Proficlency Tast.

The customized test will allow each teacher to
assess progress of students during the school year with
a minimum amount of testing time. The program will
generate consistent types of test scores from grade to
grade. The norm "¢ .arenced data will allow longitudinal
status of individual, school, system, and state growth in

order to evaluate and improve programs and curricula.
The criterion referenced data will report the mastery ,
partial mastery, and non-mastery of tested domains for
each school year, Although the objectives for the
Tennessee Proficiency Test has been updated, the rules
and regulations governing the test will remain the same.

The Tennessee Proficlency Test measures
minimum skills in mathematics and language arts.
Students must achieve a passing score of 70 percent
correct on both the math and language arts tests in order
to fulfill one of the requiremaents for receiving a regular
diploma. Students take the test for the first time in the
ninth grade.

5
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Table 4. General Information Found In A Typical School District's Report Card,
1990-91
Widget Too
Grade | State

System Information Level 1988-89 1989-80 1990-91 Average
Number of Schools K-12 5 5 5 na
Average Daily Membership K-12 3372 3,9290 3,436 na
% Student Attendance K-12 95.1 95.8 95.6 na
% Enrollment Change 9-12 -15.2 -12.1 -20.1 na
%Oversized Classes K-12 23 1.4 15 na
% of Students on Free or Reduced Lunches K-12 21.0 22.0 23.0 na
Expenditure per Pupil K-12 $3,501 $3,942 $4,073 na
County Per Capita Income K-12 $12,819 $13,662 $14,192 na
% Elementary Schools Accredited by SACS K-8 100 100 100 na
% Secondary Schools Accredited by SACS 7-12 100 100 100 na
Professional Educator Information '
% Professionals on Career Ladder Il and 11 K-12 25.6 28.6 30.8 na
Average Professional Salary K-12 $30,804.37 $31,590.60 | $33,753.00 na
Student Information

Regular 12 75.8 73.4 79.5 na

Honors 12 20.0 22.0 18.6 na

Special Education 12 15 0.9 1.0 na
% Diplomas [ Certificate of Attendance| 12 .09 na

Granted Seniors not Receiving

Diploma in Spring

Graduation 12 2.7 2.8 1.0 na
% Students in Vocational Education Courses 7-12 41.0 413 39.3 na
% Students in Special Education K-12 12.1 12.6 13.6 na
% Chapter 1 Students K-12 12.1 12.6 8.7 na

Other Information:

Percont of Student in Attendance (%SA).
This figure shows the average percent of studentin
£9u1te nce daily in your system for he 1990

year.

Percent Enrolimant Change (%EC). This
figure shows tha percent change in a group of
student who started in te ninth grade four years
ago and should have compleled the twelfth grade
thisyear. itis a four year average. ases

wnen students drop out of a school, move
away, graduate early, fail a year, or leave school for

Psrcent Elementary/Secondary Schools
Accredited by SACS (%ES): Schools may elect o
seck acareditation from the Souther Assodation of
College and VSdTa%qls (SACS) in additon to ;]eceiving
state approval. This agency recognizes quality
schools, maintains a list of accredited schools and
requires a continuing school improvement program.

Percent Professionals on Career Ladder
Lovels Handlll (‘/.CL?: This figure show the
percent of professional staff in your «choo! system
who have met the standards for Career Levels Il
and lll. These are the upper rungs of Tennessae's

social students, and a 3.0 grade point average.
Spaecial Education Dlgloma (D-SE):

Awarded 1o students who have satisfactority

compilated an individualized Education Program

and who have salisfactory records of

and conduct, butwho have not al

and sfactory records o
and conduct, butwho fail 1o meet Profidency
Test standands.

other reasons not lisied. Career Ladder program. The number includes Students Net R Dipioma in Spring
Percent of Ovarsized Classes (%0C). This regular dassroom ®achers, guidance counselors, Graduation (D-NR): This represents
figure stows the percent of dasses in all grade librarians, and administrators. students who will receve thev di after
levels which had waivers for being over the Average Professional Salary (APS): This oomp!eb‘nﬂ'smmer school o failed 0
maximum class size. Maximum class sizes in figure shows the estimaiad average salary for all complete school.
Tennessee are 25 for grades K-3; 28 for grade 4,30 certificated personnel il':’ymr school system. Percent of Students in Vocational Education
for grades 5-6; 35 for grades 7-12; 23 for vocation. Diplomas Grantad: These figures show the Couru.}%VO): This figure shows the percent of
Parcent Students on Froe or Reduced percent of the twellth grade dass receiving different the system'’s average daily membership
Lunches (%FRL): Students wnose family income types of diplomas. Some school systems nave enrolled in ona or more )

reets cerain riteria are eligible for free or reduced
prica lunches. This figure shows the percent of

requirement that may exceed hese standards.
Tennessea students may receive four kinds of

oourses, Sudents envoled in more than one
vocational courses ane counted once.

student sin your schoal 8ystem wno receive free or diplomas: Percent of Students In Education
reduced price lunches. . High School Diploma (D-HS); Awarded to (%SE): This figure show thae percent of suidents in
Ex| ture per Pupil (EPF*, This figure students who (a) earn 20 units of credit, (b) make  your school syslem who are recelving special
shows avemg:hnumber of dolla-s spent for each Bassing scores on all components of the education services.
pupil in average dally attendance for your school | roficiency Testand (¢} are satisfactory records Percent of or 1 Students (%CH1);
sysleénmy Per Capita Income{CCY: Th o zﬂtendancoe‘aind m?guﬂdé) Schoal Chggnbr i isi%' of reading and maﬂ?efﬁas:un;
¥ *¥; This figure onors Diploma H systerns students in he areas b ics.
represents the per capita income for may offer an optional diploma to smden¥s who This figure shaws the percent of student recaiving
county in which your school gystem is .ocated. The meetincreased requirements established by the Services undar Chapter 1.

most recent figures available the US. Bureau
of Econornic sis are for 1968.

State Board of Education. The requirements
indude acceleraied English, math, sdenca and
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accredited SACS, diplomas granted in special education, cettificates of attendance
granted as diplomas, and seniors not receiving diplomas in Spring graduation.
Appendix A presents the results of this analysis.

Two correlation procedures were used to generating a response to research
question #1. A Pearson Product Moment cotrelation enabled comparison of variables,
and Guttman's partial correlation allowed the researchers to develop percentages of
influence as a means of assessing relationships between independent and dependent
variables.

To answer research question #2, the correlations (Pearson and Guttman's) were
generated for each independent-dzpendent variable relationship at each of the four
defined school levels.

Research question #3 was answered by computing correlations among
independent variables. A coefficient of determination (r2) showed the levels of
interaction between categories (variables).

Research question #4 required the rank ordering of school districts within the
sample by system MSO. Comparisons of rankings at all school levels (elementary,
middle, secondary) could be made. Only the top 10 and bottom 10 districts in the
rankings are reported.

Research question #5 required no further statistical analyses. The partial
correlation coefficients and related percentages of influence previously developed
provided the necessary data.

To answer research question #6, changes in MSO upward and downward of one
standard deviation from school level to school level were first computed using Z-scores
as the basis for the computatiun. To further clarify the results, school-level rankings
were developed.

A final question was used primarily as a means of focusing conclusions
and implications. Report cards on schools and the data included in them generate
policy discussions. The findings of this study when added to those of the earlier one
should be useful to policymakers at all levels.




lli. FINDINGS
Findings of the study are reported in two ways: (A) a descriptive analysis of the
120 school districts used in the study, and (B) responses to the research questions.

A. Descriptive Analysis of School Districts

A profile of the 120 school districts qualifying for inclusion in the study by Report
Card category was developed. For each category, the report card (state) mean score,
standard deviation (SD), number of schools submitting data and ranges of scores or
numbers were compiled. Table 5 presents the profile.

1. System Information

All schooi districts the sample (120) reported scares for TCAP and for the TPT.
When special education students were included in the TPT results, 87.1 percent of all
students passed the language test, 90.8 percent passed math, and 84.0 passed both.
When special education students were excluded from the report, 92.2 percent of the
students across the state passed the language test; 94.9 percent passed the
mathematics test and 89.7 percent passed both tests.

Most of the 120 school districts studied reported all data for the 20 report card
categories. One hundred and three reported percentage of oversized classrooms, 48
reported percentage of elementary schools accredited by SACS, 83 reported
percentage of secondary schools accredited by SACS, 119 reported percentage of
professionals on Career Ladder Ii & lil, and 66 reported certificate of diplomas
awarded. The statewide profile shows approximately 13 schools per district with an
average daily membership of 6,624 students. In 1990-91, student attendance averaged
94.4 percent statewide; enroliments in the districts decreased from the preceding year
by an average of slightly more than 23 percent. In these districts, approximately 4.4
percent of all classes exceeded state prescriptions for class size. Almost 42 percent of
all students state wide received free or reduced lunches. Per pupil expenditures
averaged $3,442 per district, and county per capita income averaged $12,371.

2. Professional r Information
Approximately 17 percent of all Tennessee educators had achieved Career

Ladder Levels |l or lli by 1990-91, and average professional salary was $27,465. As
8
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few as 6.8 percent of the teachers in a disttict and as many as 42.5 percent had
achieved upper Career Ladder status, and average salaries reported ranged irom
$23,262 to $36,505.

3 Student information

Eignhty percent of all cliplomas awarded in the state in 1990-91 were Regular
diplomas; almost 14 percent were Honors diplomas; slightly more than 2 percent were
Special Education diplomas, and about 1 percent of all students leaving school were
granted certificates of attendance. More than 6 percent of students graduating did not
receive their diplomas during spring graduation.

Almost 48 percent (47.6%) of Tennessee's students were entolled in vocational education
classes during the year investigated. Slightly more than 16 percent were special education
students, and another 16 percent were participants in Chapter 1 programs.

4, Comparison of the 1990-91 Profile with 1988-89 data,

A few comparisons of data from the 1890-91 profile (see Table 5) with data from
1988-86 (see Table 6) are useful. In 1988-89, 76 percent of students taking the TPT
passed the ianguage test, 90 percent passed mathematics, and 76 percent passed
both sections. Passing rates for the TPT had risen substantially in language (M=76%,
92%, respectively), and in passage of both language and mathematics tests by 1991
(M=76%, 84%, respectively).

Between 1989 and 1991, average per pupil expenditures had not -isen
much{=$100), and average county per capita income had fallen by about $500.
Average professional salaries of educators had increased about $700. The percentage
of students receiving free or reduced lunches remained static at approximately 42
percent, and the number of oversized classes dropped by only 3 tenths of one percent.

B. Findings Pertinent to Research Questions

1. How do school district characteristics currently reported relate to student
academic achievement results?

9
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Table 5. A Report Card Profile of 120 Tennessee School Districts Sampled,
1920-91 data.

DRistrict
SD Max Min, p mean

Tennessee Proficlency Test (TPT)
With Special Education
Language 6.9 99 66 120 87.1
Mat 5.8 100 68 120 90.8
Both 8.3 99 58 120 84.0
Without Speclal Education
Language 56 100 72 120 92.2
Math 4.6 100 74 120 949
Both 5.6 100 72 120 89.7
Svste
Number of Schools 20.1 161 1 120 129
Average Daily Membership 12,415 103,987 378 120 6,624
% Student Atiendance 1 974 91.2 120 94.4
%Enrolliment Change 9.4 3.6 -48.3 120 -23.0
% Qversized Classes 3.5 23 0.2 103 4.4
% Fiee or Reduced Lunches 142 85 10 120 4.7
Expenditure Pupil $532  $5,312 $2591 120 $3,442
County Per Capita {ncome $2,257 $22,097 $8,081 120 $12,371
% El. Schools accredited by SACS 34.8 100 3 48 60.4
% Sec. Schools accredited by SACS  23.1 1090 25 83 85.3
Professional Educator Information
% Career Ladder !l & Il 6.0 425 6.8 119 16.8
Average Professionai Salary $2,960 $36,505$23,262 120 $27,465
0,
Regular 9.2 98.7 56.3 120 80.4
Honors 7.0 41.7 1 102 13.7
Spec. Education 1.6 8.6 04 107 24
Certificare of Attendance 0.7 29 0.1 66 .9
Seniors not receiving
Diploma in Spring Grad. 4.3 21.3 0.3 97 6.5
% Students in Voc. Ed. Classes 13.7 98.8 198 120 47.6
% Students in Special Ed. 3.9 28.8 8.2 120 16.4
% Chapter 1 Students 8.1 47.5 2.6 120 16.2
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Table 6. A Report Card Profile of 121 Tennessee School Districts sampled, 1988-89
data.

121 scHooL pisTRICTS

SD n Max  Min. Mean
QUTCOMES
Basic Skllls First (BSF) (Percent passing): 8th grade
Reading 49 121 9 65 81
Math 7.7 121 85 43 66
Stanford (STAT); Task 2 ine score): le
Reading 0.5 121 7 4 5
Math 0.5 121 6 4 5
English 0.6 121 7 4 5
Science 0.5 121 6 3 5
Social Studies 0.5 121 6 4 5
TN Proficlency Test (% Students Passing): oth grade
Language 8.6 121 g8 56 76
Math 6.4 121 98 59 90
Both 9.3 121 98 48 76
MONEY
Co./Capita Income ($)(CCl) 1,962 121 19,318 6,934 12,878
Stud. Expenditure ($){EPP; 509 121 4891 2318 3,304
Aver. Prof. Salary ($) (APS 2,693 121 34,797 21,286 26,756
SCHOOL SYSTEM
Average Daily Mem.(#) (ADM) 12,395 121 104,788 375 5874
Student Attendance (%SA) 1.3 121 971 90.3 93.6
Oversized Clr.ss (%0C) 4.1 110 21.5 0.1 3.8
Fres/Reducud Lunch (%FRL) 14.5 121 86.0 9.0 42.0
Career Ladder 11111 (%CL) 59 121 415 4.1 14.8

As in the 1988-89 study, a correlation matrix (Appendix B) was generated to
assess the relationship between each reported characteristic and MSOs. However,
four sets of relationships could be determined for 1991: one for Elementary Outcome
Level (EOL), one for Middle Outcome Level (MOL}, one set for High School Outcome
Level (HOL), and one for the System Outcome Level (SOL). The same correlation
matrix (see Appendix B) displays relationships between independent variables and
system outcomes (SOL).

1




In response to question 1, one can see in Appendix B correlations exceeding
+.50 betweers four district characteristics and EQL: percent of free or reduced lunches
(r=-.70), perr~nt of upper career ladder professionals (r= .62), percent of special
education diplomas (r= -.53), and percent of Chapter 1 students (r= -.68). Five
characteristics correlated above +.50 with MOL: percent of free/reduced lunches (= -
.69), percent of upper Career Ladder teachers (r= .65), average professional salaries
(r= .51), percent of Special Education diplomas (r= -.69), and percent of Chapter 1
students (r=-.69). High correlations (above +.50 ) existed between HOL and five
district characteristics: percent of student attendance (r=.53), percent of free/reduced
lunches (r= -.69), percent of upper Career Ladder teachers (r= .55), percent of special
education diplomas (r= .55), and percent of Chapter 1 students (r= -.74). When
academic outcomes (MSO) for the entire system were the fccus, four system
characteristics demonstrated correlations above +.50: percent free/reduced lunches (r=
-.73), percent of upper Career Ladder teachers (r= .64), percent special education
diplomas (r= -.62), and percent of Chapter 1 student (r= -.73). Academic outcomes at
all levels were influenced positively by the presence of expert teachers (upper Career
Ladder teachers) and to a somewhat lesser degree by attendance. Attendance most

‘influenced HOL performance. Most severe negative influences on academic
performance at all levels were percent of students receiving free/reduced cost lunches
and percentage of Spacial Education and/or Chapter 1students.

A second set of data relating to question 1 is in Table 7 (also see Appendix C)
presented a Guttman's iartial Correlation matrix for each of the four outcome levels
and for 15 targeted system characteristics, and a display of the percentage of influence
exerted by each system cnaracteristic on each set of MSOs. Some findings produced
from these analyses included:

1. The system characteri~tics having greatest impact on student academic
performance were not ‘e same at all levels (see Figure 1). The factor most
influencing the EOL was per pupil expenditure (11.2%). Middle school student
academic performance was most impacted by the same factor (8.1%).
Academic performance among high school students were generally reported by
their attendance (13.6%), as has overall academic performance in the school
district (13.3%).

2. The factor having least impact on MSOs also varied by school level (see Figure
12
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+.50 between four district characteristics and EQL: percent of free or reduced lunches
(r= -.70), percent of upper career ladder professionals (r=.62), percent of special
education diplomas (r= -.53}, and percent of Chapter 1 students (r= -.68). Five
characteristics correlated above +.50 with MOL: percent of free/reduced lunches (r= -
.69), percent of upper Career Ladder teachers (r= .65), average professional salaries
(r= .51), percent of Special Education diplomas (r= -.69), and percent of Chapter 1
students (r= -.69). High correlations (above +.50 ) existed between HQL and five
district characteristics: percent of student attendance (r= .53), percent of free/reduced
lunches (r= -.69), percent of upper Career Ladder teachers (r=.55), percent of special
education diplomas (r= .55), and percent of Chapter 1 students (r= -.74). When
academic outcomes (MSO) for the entire system were the focus, four system
characteristics demonstrated correlations above +.50: percent free/reduced lunches (r=
-.73), percent of upper Career Ladder teachers (r= .64), percent special education
diplomas (r= -.62), and percent of Chapter 1 student (r= -.73). Academic outcomes at
all levels were influenced positively by the presence of expert teachers (upper Career
Ladder teachers) and to a scmewhat lesser degree by attendance. Attendance most
influenced HOL performance. Mast severe negative influences on academic
performance at all levels were percent of students receiving free/reduced cost lunches
and percentage of Special Education and/or Chapter 1students.

A second set of data relating to question 1 is in Table 7 (also see Appendix C)
presented a Guttman's Partial Correlation matrix for each of the four outcome levels
and for 15 targeted system characteristics, and a display of the percentage of influence
exerted by each system characteristic on each set of MSOs. Some findings produced
from these analyses included:

1. The system characteristics having greatest impact on student academic
performance were not the same at all levels (see Figure 1). The factor most
influencing the EOL was per pupil expenditure (11.2%). Middie school student
academic performance was most impacted by the same factor (8.1%).
Academic performance among high school students were generally reported by
their attendance (13.6%), as has overall academic performance in the school
district (13.3%).
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Table 7 Guttman's partial correlation used to evaluate the 15reprot card categories from 4

educational levels (elementary (EOL), middle schoo (MCL)I, high schoo (HOL)I, and
system (SOL), 1990-91 Tennessee school district report card data.

Q

5 =
2 <

%SA
%EC
%0C
%FRL
P
c
%CL
PS
D-HS
-H
%VO
%SE
%CH!
TOTAL

EOL
MOL
HOL
SOL

02 01 67 03 34 73112 04 32 10 11 03 08 15 21 39.60
00 02 59 03 28 23 81 00 49 03 19 15 10 0.1 6.0 3530
45 53136 35 02 03 04 06 00 27 02 04 45 0.0 4.7 4090
04 09133 15 31 47 94 04 31 01 15 02 29 02.65 4820

The factor having least impact on MSOs also varied by school level (see Figure
2). The size of the system (ADM) had least influence on elementary student
performance {0.1%). Neither the number of schools in a system nor the county
per capita income had any influence on MOLs (0.0%). HOL was least influenced
by the percentage of Special Education students in the district and the
percentage of Career Ladder Il and Il teachers teaching there (0.0%). Overall
MSO in a system was least impacted by average professional salaries of
educators (0.1%).

Percentage of oversized classes, a rough indicator of the influence of class size
on student performance, has increasingly less influence on student academic
performance as students progress from elementary to middle to high school.
Even at its most influential point in the educational continuum (the elementary
years), this factor accounts for only 3.4 percent of whatever it is that influences
student academic outcomes.

Are there differences in the relationships between dependent and
independent variables at different school levels?

The answer to this question is clearly "yes" as demonstrated in Appendix C. We

have already reported the differences in system characteristics having most and least
impact on student academic outcumes at the various school levels. Ng system

characteristic influences student academic outcomes in the same way at all
school/district levels. Further, the combined set of 15 characteristics does not exert the
same amount of influence MSOs at any of the four levels studied. This finding will be
explored more completely in response to research question 5.

13
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In addition to the relationships demonstrated in Appendix C that have already
been reported, a few others are important. The presence of upper Career Ladder
teachers appears to have greatest impact on student performance at the middle school
level (4.9%). The average professional salaries paid within & school district do not have
great influence on student performance, hut they have more influence (2.7%) on
secondary students than on any other group. The socio-economic level of the
community (county per Capita income) had less than 1 percent influence on academic
outcomes at any level.

The line graph presented in Figure 1 simply reinforces the statistics presented in
the accompanying Appendix C. Note particularly the positions of the influence occupied
by percent student attendance expenditure per pupil and percentage of students
receiving free/reduced lunches in the relationships to the positions of other variables.

Further, note the bar graph presented in Figure 2 when the percentages of
influence for the three levels were summed. High school outcomes do not appear to be
influenced by percent of oversized classcs, percent of free/reduced lunches or funds
spent on student (expenditure per pupil). Middle school outcomes are not really
influenced by the district's size (number of schools / average daily membership),
-percent of enrollment change, county per capita income, average professional salary, or
the percentage of in the Special Education classes. Finally, the district's size,
enroliment change, or socio-economic factors (County per Capita Income) does not
influence elementary student outcomes.

3. How do reported schooi characteristic relate to each other?

The answer to this question is found in Appendix B. The correlation matrix
reveals eight correlations exceeding +.50. The relationship between number of schools
in the system and student attendance is strongly negative (r= -.54). The same can be
said of the relationships between student attendance and size of school district (n= -
.54) and between percentage of student receiving free/reduced lunches and
attendance (r= -.54). None are surprising statistics.

There is a strong positive correlation (r= .53) between percentage of special
education diplomas awarded in a district and the percentage of students receiving
free/reduced cost lunches. A strong positive correlation (r=.78) exists between
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Figure 1 The percentage of influence for the 15 report card categories and the four levels
(elementary [EOL), middle [MOL], high school [HOL], and system (SOL], 1990-91
Tennesse report card data.
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Figure 2 The percentage of influence for the 15 categories and the three educational levels:

elementary (EOL), middle (MOL), and high school (HOL).
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percentage of Chapter 1 students in a school district and percentage of students

receiving free/reduced cost lunches. Speciai education, free.reduced meals, and

Chapter 1 are closely linked.

The relationship between average professional salaries in a system and
expenditure per pupil is strongly positive (r=.79). Communities that spend more on
education pay their teachers and administrators better than do other communities. For
example, the very large positive correlation (r=.99) between number of schools and size
of school district does not tell us much. A strong positive correlation (r=.51) is found
between percentage of students receiving special education students and percentage
of students not receiving diplomas in the spring. :

The eighth correlation exceeding .50, this one a positive correlation (r=.50) is
between percentage of special education diplomas awarded and percentage of
students enrolled in vocational education programs. This correlation could reflect the
creation of vocationally-oriented programs for special education students, or placement
of special education students in vocational programs, regardless of the suitability of the
programs to the students.

4. When rank ordered on the basis of student outcomes, how do schooi
districts within the state perform in terms of reported school and
community characteristics?

To explore this comples question, the investigators generated rankings by MSO
at the four levels being investigated and by system characteristics for the top 10 and
bottom 10 producing systmes, using system MSOs (SOL) as the anchor. Table 8 and
Appendix D present the findings.

Table 8 displays the relationships between SOLs and at school levels. Among
important findings are the following:

1. The system having the highest MSO (#72) had the highest elementary and
middle school MSOs, but not the highest high school MSO.

2. Eight of the top 10 systems ranked by district MSO were not in the top 10 at the
elementary, middle, or high school levels.

3. The district ranking 10 SOL ranked 60th in high school student performance.

4. No district ranking among the bottom 10 districts in district MSO ranked above
94th at any school level.

16
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Table 8 Profiles of Schoc! Dsitrict Rankings By Student Academic Performance,
1990-91 data.

Elementary Middie High School System Differences
SCH EOL Rk MOL Rk HOL Rk SOL Rk Max. Min. Diff.
# r4 z y4 y4 y4 z
Top 10 Systems
72 2.87 1 2.96 1 1.61 4 2.48 1 2.06 161 136
119 2.0¢ 3 2.14 2 1.25 1.5 1.83 2 2.14 125 0.89
59 1.96 4 1.98 3 1.36 9 1.77 3 1.98 1.36 0.62
84 152 13 1.98 5 1.68 3 1.75 4 1.98 158 0.40
99 1.71 7 1.98 4 1.49 5 1.73 5 198 149 049
108 1.71 7 117 14 1.78 2 1.55 6 1.78 117 0.60
110 1.71 7 1.1 12 1.42 6.5 1.44 7 1.71 119  0.52
37 158 13 1.82 7 0.85 19 1.42 8 182 085 096
103 1.71 7 118 13 1.26 10 1.39 9 1.71 1.18 0.53
29 222 2 183 6 -0.03 60.5 1.34 10 222 -003 225
Bottom 10 Systems
97 075 94 109 112 -0.75 106 -086 111 -075 -1.09 034
16 088 1065 -043 98 -136 115 -089 112  -043 -136 0.93
62 -1.40 1155 -0.60 107 -0.82 108 094 113 -060 -1.40 0.80
46 088 1065 -1.25 115 -1.02 112 -1.05 114 -088 -1.25 037
10 114 113 -1.72 117 -090 109 -125 115 -090 -1.72 081
58 088 1065 -1.09 113 -182 117 126 116 -0.88 -1.82 094
78 -1.79 117 125 114 -143 116 149 117 125 -179 053
41 179 118 253 119 -0.75 107 -169 118 -0.75 -253 1.78
111 243 119 -254 120 -272 120 256 119  -243 272 029
30 -32f 120 252 118 -270 113 281 120 -252 -321 0.69
Appendix D provides data about school district/community characteristics in
relation to system level MSQ rankings. It also profiles the relationships between
system/community factors and HOLs. Note the following:
1. There are no readily identifiable patterns of school/community characteristics

among those currently reported that produce high achieving or low achieving
school systems.

2. There are no common patterns of school/community characteristics among

those reported that agpear consistently to produce high achievement or low
achievement among high school students.
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3. Typical biases about characteristics necessary in a system or community to
produce high achievement (e.g., money, larger or smailer schools, small
classes) are not confirmed by the data available. Schools and communities with
a range of the characteristics currently reported produce both higher and lower
academic achievement.

5. E‘o the repotted school district characteristics appear to regresent ail or
ost factors that influence student academic ichievement

The answer to this question is found in Appendix C. Clearly, the answer is,
"NO." Together, the 15 characteristics under investigation provide 39.6 percent of the
influence on EOL, 35.3 percent of the influence on MOL, 40.9 percent of whatever
influences HOL, and 48.2 percent of the influence on SOL. These factors influence
outcomes at different levels in different ways, and together they account for less than
half of whatever influences student performance at any level.

6. is there evidence of major change in student academic performance from
one school level to another within school districts?

Table 9 provides the data pertinent to this question. Eleven systems
demonstrated shifts downward in MSO of at least one standard deviation somewhere
between the elementary and the high school levels. Sometimes the shift occurred from
elementary to middle school, sometimes from middle to high schooil. Sometimes the
change was continuous from level to level, and sometimes a dramatic shift occurred
from elementary to middle, but began to reverse from middle to high school.

Twelve systems demonstrated changes of at least one standard deviation
upward over the three schoo! levels. Again the patterns of change were not always
constant, and the shifts occurred at different points in different systems.

Some of the notable change patterns can be seen in reviewing the changes in
academic rankings of the system from level to level:

1. Six of the 11 systems showing downward shifts in MSO had consistent
downward trends from the elementary to middle to high school levels.

2. Three districts showed significant declines in MSO from the elementary to
middle school level, but reversed the trend from middie to high school. System
#82 demonstrated a dramatic downward shift from elementary to middle school
(%Otr; to 78th) and a dramatic shift upward from middle to high school (78th to
18th). '
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Table 9 School districts with outomes greater/smaller than +51.0 z-scores betwaen the
elementary, middle, or high school levels.

Elementary Middle High School System Differences
SYSTEM EOL Rk MOL Rk HOL Rk SOL Rk Max. Min. Diff.
# Zz rd Z Z 2 4
DOWN
AT Least -1 Standard Deviation at some level (n=11}
101 106 205 -1.52 116 -0.69 102 -0.39 85 1.06 -152 -258
29 222 2 1.83 6 =0.03 60.5 1.34 10 2.22 -0.03 -2.25
22 145 16 0.55 21 =0.67 100 0.44 30 1.45 -0.67 -2.11
77 -0.10 57 -0.28 73 =1.97 118 -0.78 107 -0.10 -1.87 -1.86
85 171 7 1.66 8 -0.15 67.5 1.07 13 1.71 -0.15 -1.85
89 1.58 13 0.20 42 =0.02 58 0.58 24 1.58 -0.02 -1.60
82 106 205 -0.43 78 0.94 18 0.52 26 1.06 -0.43 -1.49
7 1.58 13 1.33 11 0.09 54 1.00 17 1.58 0.09 -1.49
67 112 i8 =011 52 0.42 35.5 0.50 29 1.19 -0.11  -1.29
9 1.58 13 1.48 10 0.29 a2 112 1n .58 029 -1.29
39 054 305 -0.43 79 -0.58 94 -0.16 62 0.54 059 -1.13
UP
At jeast +1 Standard Deviatior at some ievel (n=12)

1 .88 1065 (.54 23 1.85 1 0.50 28 1.85 -0.88 +2.73
41 -1.79 118 =53 119 0,75 107 -1.69 i18 -0.75 -253 +1.78
74 054 305 027 69 1.37 8 0.55 25 1.37 -0.27 +1.64
90 =140 1155 -0.76 110 0.19 48 -0.66 104 0.1¢ -1.40 +1.58
55 £.88 106.5 -0.43 97 0.47 33.5 -0.28 74 0.47 -0.88 +1.35
64 D49 765 0.84 20 -0.36 78 0.00 57 0.84 -0.49 +1.33
51 088 106.5 0.39 26 0,51 89.5 -0.33 78 0.39 -0.88 +1.27
52 062 825 059 102 .63 245 -0.20 68 0.63 -0.62 +1.25
33 062 825 -0.27 66 0.85 29 -0.11 58 0.55 -062 +1.17
93 042 765 0.21 40 0.64 23 0.12 47 0.64 049 +1.14
47 =101 1115 -0.43 99 0.05 56 -0.46 9 0.05 -1.01 +1.06
31 .35 70 0.22 37 0.63 24.5 0.16 43 0.63 -0.36 +1.00
KEY:

SYS = State System ID

EOL = Elementary Outcome Level
MOL = Middie School Outcome Level
HOL = High School Outcome Level
SOL = Systam Outcome Level

Bold = Unusual data
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3. Two districts (#71, #9) displayed better student performance (by rank) at the
middle school level than at the elementary level, but dropped markedly in the
high school rankings.

4. Of the 12 systems demonstrating upward shifts in MSO, 6 showed consistent
patterns of improvement at each school level. Perhaps the most dramatic
pattern was exhibited by system #1 which ranked 106 (of 120) in EOL, 23 in
MOL and first in HOL. Data for this system also clearly point up the limited value
of district level rankings. In the composite, this system ranked 28th in SOL.

5. Three systems (#41, #74, #52) displayed downward patterns of achievement
from elemeniary to middle scihool, but strong upward patterns from middle to
high school.

6. Three systems (#90, #64, #51) showed strong upward trends in MSO and
ranking from the elementary to middle 'school level, bu: reversed the pattern from
the middle to the secondary level.

The causes of the changes found among these 23 school districts are unknown.
They could relate to the quality of instruction students received at the several levels.
They could reflect an emphasis on "teaching to the test" at certain levels. They could
indicate the lack of alignment between outcome measure (tests) and curriculum. They
might be caused, in pant, by the movement to a new set of tests (TCAP) during the year
being investigated. What is clear is that outcome data and rankings reported at the
system level have limited utility in identifying what is happening academically within a
system or in targeting areas for improvement.

'IV. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATION OF THE STUDY

As in the initial study, investigators framed a final research question as a means
of developing useful conclusions and implications.

10. How might the findings of this study inform educational policy at state and
local levels?

Several of the conclusions the 1988-89 study were reinforced by the results ot
the 1990-91 investigation. Specifically, policymakers at all levels need to consider that
few of the individual inputs commonly associated in people's minds with production of
student achievement have much impact on student performance. With the exception of
student attendance (and perhaps per pupil expenditure) treatment of any isolated
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variable will have little effect. |f we want to improve or change student performance. a

systemic approach to education change is an ghsolute necessity,
In the 1988-89 study, the researchers concluded that the eight system

characteristics taken from the Tennessee Repor: Cards for analysis were of limited
value; i.e., they gave limited information to policymakers and educators who want to
improve education in their states and local communities, because these variables
accounted for so little of the influence on student outcomes. in the 1990-91 study, 15
variables were available for examination. Again, they do not appear to be the "right
ones," i.e., they don't tell us enough about what influences student achievement.

Based on the two studies, knowledge gained from review of related research and
experience in schools, the investigators urge that consideration pe given to collecting.
reporting, and analyzing data on gorganization culture, student mgnvatlgﬂ,_gage_nja_
involv ctional m: i I
may have significant influence on smdem perfarmance,

When reviewing the results of the 1988-89 study, the mvestigators squested

LQLus_e_m_mp_o_n_Qa[ds. That conclusnon is confirmed by the present study. Major
variations and fluctuations in results appeared from school level to school level within
individual school districts. |dentification of sources of these differences could be useful
to educators and policymakers seeking improvement. Even the 1990-91 study did not
have building-level data available for analysis. School-level data may reflect conditions
across several schools.

Beport cards are only as good as the assessments used to determine student
performance. The 1988-89 study raised some questions about the assessments being
used. Those questions are highlighted in the findings of the current study. Enough
variatioiis in similar analyses from study one to study two exist to suggest that the
differences in student outcome measures are probably one cause.

Finally, "What is the purpose of School District Report Cards?” The question is
not an antagonistic one, but a supportive one. Definition of purpose or purposes is
central to assessing the value of report card contents. A recent editorial in the
Nashville Tennessean (1992) speaks of Tennessee's report cards in glowing terms:
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It (the Report Card) is simply the most comprehensive repott in this
or any state on school funding and student performance. . .

The reports are more than just a tool for comparison, however; they
can empower local communities to act. The reports give Tennesseans the
power to get the job done and make the grade for better schools. (p.40).

If the purpose of the Tennessee Report Card is simply to report the status of a
community's schools and selected factors generally associated with them, the current
report card does that reasonably well. [f the purpose is to provide citizens, parents,
educators and policymakers meaningful information upon which to make decisions for
improvement, much is lacking. At least 50 percent of what influences student
performance has not bee reported. This can provide serious impediments to school
improvement if education leaders focus on what is reported as the way to raise their
schools in the rankings, rather than focusing upon the non-repoited, but more
important, factors.
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Appendix A

Results of Kaicer Test of Variabie Sampling Adequacy
20 report card variables

MSA 226 .228 230 230

EOQL 24  MOL 46 HOL .51 SOL 44

1 #SCH 31 #SCH 27  #SCH .28 #SCH 30
2 ADM 30  ADM 27  ADM .28 ADM .30
3  %SA 27  %SA 46  %SA 45 %SA .36
4 %EC 24 %EC 38 %EC 41 %EC .36
5  %0C 35  %0C .7 %0C 45 %0C .64
6 %FRL 29  %FRL 21 %FRL .25 %FRL 25
7 EPP 24 EPP 43 EPP 40 EPP 34
8 ccl 13 CCl 10 ccl .10 CCI 10
9  %ES Jd9  %ES A7 %ES 6 %ES 16
10 %HS A7 %HS Jd4  %HS A5 %HS 44
11 %CL 24 %CL 20  %CL .20 %CL 20
12 APS 28  APS 44 APS .46 APS 41
13  D-HS 18  D-HS 15 D-HS 16 D-HS 16
14 D-HO 19 D-HO 17 D-HO 17 D-HO 18
15 D-SE L2  P-SE 20 D-SE 20 D-SE 21
16 D-CA J2  D-CA J0  D-CA 41 D-CA 1
17 D-NB 21 - D:-NR 48 DR .18 D-NR A
18 %VO 44 %VO B0 %R\Q 29 %YQ 49
19 %SE 16  %SE A3 %SE 14 %SE 43
20  %CH1 27 %CH1 26 %CH: 27 %CH1 30
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EOL
1 #SCH
2 ADM
3 %SA
4 %EC
5%0C
6 %FRL
7 EPP
8 CCi
9 %CL
10 APS
11 D-HS
12 D-HO
13 %VO
14 %SE
15 %CH1
Total

MOL
1 #SCH
2 ADM
3 %SA
4 %EC
5 %0C
6 %FRAL
7 EPP
8 CCi
9 %CL
10 APS
11 D-HS
12 D-HO
13 %VO
14 %SE
15 %CH1
Totsal

HOL
1 #SCH
2 ADM
3 %SA
4 %EC
5 %0C
6 %FRL
7 EPP
8 CCi
9 %CL
10 APS
11 D-HS
12 D-HO
13 %VO
14 %SE
15 %CH1
Totsl

SOL
1 #SCH
2 ADM
3 %SA
4 %EC
5%0C
6 %FRL
7 EPP
8 CCI
9 %CL
10 APS
11 D-HS
12 D-HO
13 %VO
14 %SE
15 %CH1
Total

Appendix C

Partlal Correlations and Percent of Influence of 15 School District
Characteristics On Mean Student Outcomes

EOL #SCH ADM 9%SA %EC %OC %FRL EPP CCl %CL APS D-HS DHO %VO %SE %CHI1
58
-05 .98 2%
03 99 .99 1%
26 -06 .04 42 6.7%
06 -13 12 .33 45 3%
-19  -01 .01 -04 01 .33 3.4%
-27 -1 15 .04 -14 02 74 7.3%
34 29 -8 -1 13 07 56 .84 11.2%
-06 -.01 00 -06 17 -3 07 .04 26 4%
18 07 -0 07 .03 04 .13 -20 -07 44 32%
-0 .28 3 07 -18 -19 -52 .83 00 42 89 1.0%
10 04 -06 25 -37 -11 -05 .23 -09 .02 -31 73 1.1%
06 15 -16 17 -24 -3 -09 17 -02 19 -19 .75 69 3%
-09 -04 05 05 27 -06 -18 40 -16 08 -28 -02 -09 .38 8%
12 01 -04 01 -27 A1 -05 21 26 11 -27 -27 -09 .16 .38 1.5%
-15 -05 .02 13 -23 -30 42 03 -08 -03 -13 -24 -18 2 -04 &3 21%
39.7%
MOL #SCH ADM %SA %EC %OC %FRL EPP CCl %CL APS D-HS D-HO %VO %SE %CH1
65
00 9¢ 0%
-04 99 .99 2%
24 -07 06 42 5.9%
05 -13 12 33 45 3%
-7 00 .00 -05 .01 .32 2.8%
-15 -10 .14 -08 -15 05 .72 2.3%
2 28 -2 -18 .13 05 53 84 8.1%
-02 -.01 0 -07 17 -34 08 02 .26 0%
22 06 -08 06 .03 04 17 -30 -07 45 4.5%
06 -28 3 03 -19 -17 -49 80 01 .39 .89 3%
14 03 -05 24 -37 -11 -06 28 -09 00 -32 73 1.9%
-2 15 -17 21 -28 -16 -12 22 -03 23 -19 -72 69 1.5%
10 -03 04 05 27 -06 -17 40 -16 09 -26 -02 -1 .8 1.0%
-04 00 -03 05 -26 .08 -09 27 26 .14 -29 -25 -09 14 37 A%
-25 -04 .0f A5 -22 -3 43 05 -08 00 -10 -21 -21 20 -06 65 8.0%
35.3%
HOL #SCH ADM %SA %EC %OC %FRL EPP CCl %CL APS D-HS D-HO %VO 9%SE %CH1
.58
.21 99 4.5%
-23 99 98 5.3%
37 -14 13 47 13.6%
19 -16 16 26 47 3.5%
-05 01 -01 -07 .01 .30 2%
-05 -09 14 -09 -15 07 72 3%
07 27 -2 -13 14 01 51 .83 CCl 4%
-08 01 -02 -04 .18 -35 08 .02 27 6%
-01 07 -09 12 04 00 15 -256 .08 42 0%
16 -80 35 -02 -2 -17 -49 82 02 41 .89 2.7%
04 02 -05 25 -37 -13 -08 28 -09 04 -32 .73 2%
-06 16 -17 20 -2 -14 -11 2 -03 20 -19 -75 69 4%
-21 02 00 10 30 -05 -16 40 -17 06 -28 -02 -11 .40 4.5%
-02 01 -03 04 -25 09 -09 27 26 .13 -28 -26 -08 .14 37 0%
22 01 -04 17 -19 -28 46 -01 -09 -06 -08 -24 -20 .18 -06 64 4.7%
40.9%
SO(L) #SCH ADM %SA %EC %OC %FRL EPP CC! %CL APS D-HS D-HO %VO 9%SE %CH1
7
07 99 4%
-10 989 .89 9%
37 -09 .08 46 13.3%
d2 -14 13 28 46 1.5%
-18 01 -01 -02 02 .32 3.1%
-22 -08 .13 -03 -13 .04 73 4.7%
31 26 -27 -21 A1 .06 54 .84 9.4%
-07 00 -01 -05 17 -35 07 .04 27 4%
18 05 .07 05 02 W04 18 -20 -07 44 3.1%
04 -28 33 03 -19 -17 -49 .80 .01 40 .89 1%
12 03 -05 22 -38 -11 -06 23 -09 01 -32 .73 1.5%
-05 15 -17 19 -28 -5 -1 2 -03 21 -20 -74 69 2%
-7 -02 03 08 29 -07 -19 42 -17 09 -26 -01 -10 .39 2.9%
04 00 -03 02 -26 .09 -08 24 26 12 -29 -27 -08 .15 37 2%
-25 -03 -0t 18 -20 -3 40 06 -09 -01 -1 -21 -20 18 -04 65 6.5%
’ 48.2%
#S5CH ADM %5A %EC %OC %FFRL EPP_CCI %CL _APS D-HS D-HO %VO %SE %CHT Total
EOL 0.2 0.1 6.7 0.3 34 73 M2 04 3.2 1.0 14 0.3 0.8 15 21 3960
MOL 0.0 0.2 59 03 2.8 23 8.1 00 4.9 0.3 19 1.5 1.0 0.1 6.0 3530
HOL 4.5 53 136 3.5 0.2 03 04 06 0.0 2.7 0.2 0.4 4.5 0.0 A7 4090
SOL 0.4 09 133 1.5 3.1 4.7 9.4 04 3.1 0.1 1.5 0.2 29 0.2 6.5 4820
£ )
25 '




Appendix D

Profiles of School District Rankings by District Mean Student Outcomes
and School District Community Ckaracteristics

System Outcome Level (SOL}
Top 12 SOL Districts

»
(3] -l -
2 E F = =« 9 T o - @ o 2 8 9 w &
§F i 3 8 2 8 3 fF & 5 8§ g z I 3 8 §
iz oL oz 20 4 7 T 14 2 3 i
2l 11g 13 12 49 9 2 1 24 1 18 20 50 45 43 28 1
sl s9 37 34 41 5 4 64 2 18 6 3 4 4 97 84 30
4 84 60 45 54 1 29 1 1N 4 2 117 45 114 4
5| 99 5 4 49 13 74 5 69 4 77 16 104 a7 30 2
6| 108 71 68 54 12 29 10 27 23 19 5 15 4 106 17
71 110 83 91 9 a1 32 16 35 2 13 104 33 10 54
8] 37 71 78 7 14 4 35 4 56 78 10 85 8 115 75 45
ol 103 8 10 45 83 35 7 18 74 17 50 858 53 113 40
10 29 94 83 79 65 1 46 12 93 g 14 94 83 107 a3 60
11 9 60 59 84 8 12 46 3 18 44 5 76 54 90 28 39
120 s57 42 35 64 104 32 83 9 14 39 24 98 100 80 94

Bottom 12 SOL Districts

109 92 83 57 106 118 48 El] 62 58 61 79 38 41 46 52 99
110 42 42 42 49 53 14 110 96 97 79 95 94 89 70 49 111
111 97 94 97 109 65 44 N 22 99 30 72 117 7 120 96
112 16 30 44 112 197 N 107 54 75 92 103 61 71 §9 89 113
113 62 83 41 35 58 76 110 114 87 41 96 85 73 as 97
114 46 83 50 15 82 116 70 86 89 75 33 32 65 5 116
115 10 18 26 120 92 98 110 61 100 100 84 13 56 110 58 114
116 58 50 86 117 114 74 112 33 116 105 119 29 5 102 100 107
117 78 1 1 118 98 49 117 13 4 51 12 23 91 73 8 105
118 41 83 109 98 120 120 27 119 110 118 76 29 113 119 119
119 111 94 82 114 53 103 96 117 106 ec 109 100 78 71 103
120 30 60 43 90 102 46 119 90 63 117 113 61 a5 59 47 120
High School Quicome Level (HOL)
Top 12 HOL Districts
: £ 3 2z 3 9§ 8 E & 5 3 2 £ 2 % 4 %
g & ¢ 9 ¢ ¥ T % B 8 R & J & 7 2 -
1 1 104 102 15 70 29 5 21 7 1 44 92 2
2 108 71 68 54 12 29 10 27 23 19 5 15 4 106 17
3 84 60 45 54 1 29 1 11 4 2 117 45 114 4
4 72 94 62 20 44 17 7 14 21 3 6 61 24 34 25 2
5 99 5 4 49 13 74 5 69 4 77 16 104 47 30 2
6 110 83 91 9 41 32 16 35 2 13 104 33 10 54
7 54 104 104 4 39 36 40 78 72 32 54 76 29 3 39 14
8 74 123 105 3 32 32 51 110 72 26 48 16 36 28 91 74
9 59 37 34 41 5 4 64 2 18 6 3 4 4 97 84 30
10 103 8 10 45 83 35 7 18 74 17 50 58 53 113 40
11 119 13 12 49 9 29 1 24 1 18 20 50 45 43 28 1
12 91 28 19 32 77 87 25 103 36 28 41 81 74 52 43 20

Bottom 12 HOL Districts

109 10 18 26 120 92 98 110 61 100 100 84 13 5 110 58 114
110 83 71 64 38 72 4 101 89 109 32 94 89 78 30 74 110
111 88 104 113 54 N 69 9N 52 78 116 107 108 g9 112 110 52
112 46 83 50 15 82 116 70 86 89 75 33 32 65 5 116
113 21 g 99 23 112 27 60 76 69 35 82 89 85 76 42 93
114 92 83 57 106 118 48 N 62 58 61 79 38 41 46 52 93
115 16 30 44 112 107 91 107 54 75 92 103 61 7 99 89 113
116 78 1 1 118 98 49 117 13 4 51 12 23 91 73 8 105
17 58 50 86 117 114 74 112 33 116 105 119 29 5 102 100 107
118 77 83 101 84 119 97 N 65 101 9 55 26 6 40 115 42
119 30 60 43 90 102 46 119 90 63 117 113 61 95 59 47 120
120 111 94 82 114 53 103 96 117 106 80 109 100 78 71 103

~ ..

o 26 v/

ERIC

BEST COPY £ ki




